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witnessing today have religious intol-
erance at their core. It is my strong be-
lief that if we in the United States, our
allies in other nations and people of
faith around the world speak out about
religious liberty and call attention to
religious persecution, and bring posi-
tive forces to bear in defense of reli-
gious freedom, we can advance under-
standing and respect for this basic
human right and prevent religious in-
tolerance from festering and exploding
into conflict and violence.

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HAGEL). The Senator from Illinois.

f

THE QUESTION OF IMPEACHMENT

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I had
the opportunity a few moments ago to
hear the distinguished Senator from
Delaware talk about his views and his
analysis and his historical perspective
from his extensive research on the
question of impeachment. I found it in-
structive, full of much good insight and
food for thought, and I agreed with the
vast majority of it.

We ought to be respectful and respon-
sive as we go through this process. It
may be that it will never even get to
this body. I certainly don’t hear many
Senators making speeches about it. We
don’t have any hearings going on in
this body concerning impeachment. It
is solely a decision to be made by the
House first, and only then would we
begin to focus on it. And I think that is
the way it should be.

So far as I can tell, our attention in
this body, the U.S. Senate, has in fact
been on appropriations bills and other
legislation that is important for the
American people, and I am glad that is
what has been happening.

I agree that the founders were con-
cerned about the abuse of the impeach-
ment process, and well they should be.
They were wise people. They knew
there were dangers and they discussed
whether or not to have impeachment.
But the important thing is they did
adopt an impeachment process and
they set it forth in the Constitution
with good clarity, and it requires a ma-
jority vote in the House to impeach
and a two-thirds vote of the sitting
Members of the U.S. Senate, with the
Chief Justice of the Supreme Court
presiding, I assume in the President’s
chair. He would preside and manage
the action on the floor. It would be a
controlled environment with the case
being presented by managers from the
House following the historical rules of
procedure. I believe impeachment pro-
ceedings would be handled in a dig-
nified and proper manner. Certainly,
that process is part of our Constitution
and it is something we ought not to
treat lightly.

Now, as to the question of politics, I,
and I think every Member of this body,
would be careful and very diligent to
ensure that any decision they made
concerning such a momentous subject

as impeachment would be made on the
law, on the facts, and on what is fair
and just.

I do not believe politics will control
this process, but, of course, to get the
67 votes, the necessary two-thirds, a
substantial number of Democrats
would have to vote for conviction be-
fore such an event could occur. So I
think the framers thought it out care-
fully, and they have done a very good
job in planning it out.

I hope that we do not talk politics in
such a way that we create a political
situation. I know the House is dealing
with procedure: Some want to do it
this way; some want to do it that way
and some want to do it another way.
Often these are legitimate debates.
Who knows precisely how some of these
procedural steps should be accom-
plished? Now, if every time you lose a
vote you say it is politics and accuse
the other side of politics, the charge of
playing politics can be thrown back on
the person making the accusation.

I think both groups—the people who
are supporting the President and want
to see him succeed, and those who are
politically opposed to him—both need
to be careful to ensure that what they
do is fair and is perceived as creating a
positive environment, as was done by
Senator Howard Baker during Water-
gate. He didn’t always agree with ev-
eryone, but he conducted himself in a
way that brought respect to the sys-
tem.

I think both parties, the Republican
and the Democratic Parties, and Mem-
bers of the House and Senate need to be
careful about how we conduct ourselves
and avoid politics and try to decide
these matters on what is right and fair
and just.

I don’t know what others might say,
but I was a Federal prosecutor. I had
the opportunity over the years to be
before grand juries hundreds of times.
Perhaps, I have presented a thousand
cases to a grand jury. I have seen peo-
ple testify and tell the truth at great
pain to themselves.

I would agree with Senator BIDEN
that it just may be that as a matter of
law, we are not in this body compelled
to any conclusion because the Presi-
dent may have committed perjury. At
the same time, I want us to not deni-
grate, not to too lightly respect the ob-
ligation of every citizen, when they are
called in a civil case or a criminal case
and placed under oath, to tell the
truth, because when we do not have
truth-telling in the judicial system,
then the whole legal system is cor-
rupted and can be undermined. That is
so fundamental.

I have seen witnesses sweat drops of
blood, but they told the truth. A busi-
nessman lately told me: ‘‘I had to give
a deposition and it never occurred to
me I was not required to tell the
truth.’’

A few years ago, I had occasion to
prosecute a young police officer who
was, basically, I think the driver for
the chief of police, a controversial

chief of police, in my hometown. I
liked him. He was an aggressive young
African-American officer and made
some good community-based changes.
There were people with different views
about things, and the young officer
made some statements that were not
true, and a lawsuit was filed. He testi-
fied in that lawsuit and later admitted
what he said was not true.

It caused a big controversy in town,
and in the newspapers. The people were
upset, they didn’t know whether the
chief deserved to be kept in office or
not. Finally, we found out it wasn’t
true. I was U.S. attorney then. We re-
turned an indictment against that
young officer for perjury in a civil case
because he abused the legal system. He
corrupted the legal system and caused
great public damage and turmoil in the
community.

I don’t know what the standards are
here. I don’t expect to be prejudging
what ought to occur in this body. But
I want to say, as someone who has
spent 15 years, really 17 years as a pros-
ecutor, as someone who has been in
court all my life professionally, and
having seen these kinds of cases, I am
telling you, we don’t ever want to get
in a situation in this country where we
treat lightly the act of testifying false-
ly in a court of law. I mean that very
sincerely and from my heart.

The President of the United States
takes an oath to faithfully execute the
duties of the Office of President, and
one of those duties is to faithfully
‘‘take care that the laws of the United
States be faithfully executed’’.

I think the Senator from Delaware
has given us much insight and much
food for thought. He said these are
stark and momentous decisions, and
they are. But at the same time, he said
something else that was just right. He
quoted his father saying, ‘‘This coun-
try is so big, so strong, so solid; we can
handle an awful lot.’’ I really believe
that.

The process is set out in the Con-
stitution and, as the Senator from
Delaware said, this is not a constitu-
tional crisis. Some way, we will get
through it. If we follow what the Con-
stitution says, if we let the House do
its duty, and if they vote impeach-
ment, it will come over here; if they
don’t vote impeachment, it won’t come
over here. It is set out clearly in the
Constitution. I don’t think there will
be any doubt about the procedure to
follow. I am much comforted, as I have
studied the Constitution in that re-
gard, that there won’t be much confu-
sion or doubt about how this process
ought to be handled.

I thank the Senator from Delaware
for his comments. They are insightful
and important. All of us need to begin
to think about this. I don’t think we
are required to be mute and not say
anything about what is obviously tak-
ing place around us, never expressing
an opinion about anything relating to
this matter. This is not that kind of
process. I think we ought to be careful
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and respectful and, above all, fair and
just as we do this process.

f

TRITIUM PRODUCTION PROVISION
IN THE STROM THURMOND NA-
TIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1999

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, on an-
other subject, and the primary purpose
of my being here this afternoon is to
talk about the issue of tritium. It was
a much debated issue in the Armed
Services Committee bill.

I thank the chairman of the Senate
Armed Services Committee, Senator
STROM THURMOND, for his outstanding
leadership, his commitment to this
country and his dedication to America.
He, at age 40, volunteered to fight—he
was a judge—he forced his way into
World War II, went off to Europe and
volunteered on D-Day not just to land,
he volunteered to get in one of the glid-
er planes that they pulled up and let go
and flew over the enemy lines and land-
ed who knows where, in Belgium or
somewhere near, to form commando
groups to assist in the invasion effort.

Senator THURMOND recounted, when
they asked him how rough the landing
was, ‘‘Well, I’ll just say you didn’t have
to open the door, you could just walk
out the side of the plane.’’ It is kind of
hard to land one of those things in
hedgerows and who knows what else
when they are coming down. He served
his country.

I asked him, ‘‘What happened after
the surrender of Germany? Were you
there all the way to the surrender,
STROM?’’

He said, ‘‘Yes,’’ he was there until
the day of the surrender, and then he
was put on a train and sent to the Pa-
cific, but Japan surrendered before he
reached the battlefront in the Pacific.

He is a true patriot and has done an
outstanding job on this entire defense
bill—the Strom Thurmond National
Defense Authorization Act. I do appre-
ciate his willingness to work with us as
we endeavored to reach a compromise
on the question of tritium.

There was a colloquy on the floor of
this body yesterday between Senator
WARNER, Senator KYL and Senator
ROBERT SMITH. Due to Hurricane
Georges ravaging my hometown of Mo-
bile, AL, I was not able to be here. But
I appreciate Senator WARNER’s ex-
pressed concern for the people of our
State during that colloquy. I would
like to make a few comments, since I
was not able to be here at that time.

First and foremost, tritium is an es-
sential element for maintaining the
safety, security and reliability of a na-
tional nuclear weapons stockpile.
Without it, as Senator JON KYL alluded
to yesterday, we place our ability to
meet our stockpile needs under the
START I treaty, by 2005, in a precar-
ious situation.

Therefore, regardless of how passion-
ate we may become in debating the
merits of the options on this issue, let
there be no doubt that the core of this

discussion lies in the U.S. national in-
terests. And we cannot compromise
that issue. We cannot compromise the
national security interests of the
United States.

For the last several years, the De-
partment of Energy has been pursuing
a dual-track strategy in considering
two technologies for tritium produc-
tion: One is a commercial light water
reactor and the other a proton accel-
erator. I firmly believe it was pre-
mature for the House of Representa-
tives to engage in a political effort
that would have eliminated one of
those options; that is, the commercial
light water reactor option.

I personally believe that the com-
mercial light water reactor option
would be the most cost-effective and is
the most proven way to produce trit-
ium. So, we will have that debate com-
ing up next year. We will go into some
detail about it.

But beyond my own personal belief in
the commercial light water reactor op-
tion, I continue to be committed to the
support of the role that the experts at
the Department of Energy and the De-
partment of Defense must have to se-
lect the best option. We have had a
process that has been going on for 2
years to have them analyze the options
and make a selection. I believe they
are better suited to deal with these
technological questions than are Mem-
bers of the House and the Senate.

So I worked hard, along with Senator
SHELBY and Congressman ROBERT
ADERHOLT and BOB RILEY and BUD
CRAMER, and other Senate and House
colleagues with the Senate Armed
Services Committee and the House Na-
tional Security Committee on this
issue.

We did what we could to raise the
issue. We let everyone who would listen
know we were making a mistake to
allow the politics of the moment rule
the day. The amendment to eliminate
the commerical light water reactor op-
tion was never debated in the House,
but was attached to a large defense
bill, and boom, passed. There was no
discussion or debate on a measure that
interrupted and abrogated the almost 2
years of study on tritium production
by the Department of Energy.

There has been a lot of discussion
about it. We concluded, according to
recent CBO studies—that the accelera-
tor option would cost between $4 bil-
lion and $13 billion more than the com-
mercial light water reactor. That is a
lot of money. We do not have $4, $5, $6,
$7 billion or more to waste on that
process.

So we have not had the final deci-
sion. The Department of Energy is ana-
lyzing it. They need to be allowed to
complete their analysis. And that is
what I believe was achieved in this bill.
The process was allowed to continue. It
was delayed somewhat, but I do not
think it was delayed too long. But the
Department of Energy will make its
decision. And next year I suppose we
will make our decision in this body,

and then in the other body, as to how
tritium should be produced and in what
process.

So I am pleased that we have reached
this accord. Senator LOTT stated yes-
terday that ‘‘we cannot afford to delay
this program.’’ I cannot agree more.
And I hope this message is understood
as we go forward to reaching a final so-
lution on the production of tritium, an
essential component for our nuclear ar-
senal.

In June, I entered a number of letters
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on this
issue. We had letters from the Sec-
retary of Defense, Secretary Cohen,
and from the then Secretary of Energy,
Secretary Peña, and the White House—
all expressing grave concern about a
political decision on a scientific, tech-
nical and defense issue. And Senator
CARL LEVIN, my good friend from
Michigan, was very strong in resisting
this effort that had begun in the House
of Representatives. So we now find our-
selves on the right path again.

Secretary Richardson needs to move
forward deliberately and aggressively
in selecting the proper option. The De-
partment’s implementation plan must
be submitted early next year and
should be carefully considered by this
body, thoroughly debated and swiftly
acted upon.

The majority leader, TRENT LOTT,
and others have indicated they will be
thoroughly engaged in the debate when
it comes. This is the next and logical
step in the tritium story. Its outcome
will provide a roadmap to a future
guarantee for our Nation’s security. I
plan to be engaged in that important
debate. I encourage my colleagues to
do so as well.

I thank the Chair.
f

NATIONAL SALVAGE MOTOR VEHI-
CLE CONSUMER PROTECTION
ACT OF 1998
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the Senate
now proceed to the consideration of
calendar No. 495, S. 852.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (S. 852) to establish nationally uni-
form requirements regarding the titling and
registration of salvage, nonrepairable, and
rebuilt vehicles.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which
had been reported from the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation, with an amendment to strike
all after the enacting clause and insert-
ing in lieu thereof the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘National Sal-
vage Motor Vehicle Consumer Protection Act of
1997’’.
SEC. 2. MOTOR VEHICLE TITLING AND DISCLO-

SURE REQUIREMENTS.
(a) AMENDMENT TO TITLE 49, UNITED STATES

CODE.—Subtitle VI of title 49, United States
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